Abstract
Introduction
Technology can indeed assist the process of teaching and learning in various aspects. Since the advent of Web 2.0, there have been many attempts to use Web 2.0 tools in foreign language teaching such as blogging, social networking, podcasting, and so on. Web 2.0 technologies can enable students to engage through greater customization and choice of topics, along with less distraction from their peers [1] . Also, the self-publishing aspects as well as the speed with which their work becomes available for consumption allow teachers to give students the control they need over their learning [2] .
Recently, a number of studies have been conducted to investigate whether the use of Web 2.0 technologies or tools can enhance foreign language proficiency, as well as how it can achieve this [3, 4] . The present meta-analysis attempted to synthesize research on Web 2.0-based L2 learning and teaching.
The basis for making comparisons across studies was to use the codes representing different conditions among the studies. Table 1 shows the variables and codes used in this study. 
Results and Discussions

Coding Results
48 unique samples from the 9 study reports were included in the meta-analysis. Of the resulting 48 effect sizes, twenty-three involved pre-to-post-test contrasts and another 25 involved experimental-versus-control contrasts. The variables" codes and effect sizes of individual studies are shown in Table 2 . 
Average Effect Size
The overall fixed-effects effect size of the Web 2.0 technologies on foreign language learning was ".347" with homogeneity among studies (Q = 56.672; p = .158). This indicates that foreign language instruction with Web 2.0 technologies has slightly less effect than the medium effect (d = 0.5) [7] . Also, similar studies reported higer effect size than this study [17, 18] .
Linguistic vs. Affective Domains
The effect sizes were calculated to find out whether there is the difference between linguistic competence and affective domain or not. The effect size in linguistic competence was slightly below moderate effect (d=.418, p=.000), whereas there was a smaller effect in the affective domain (d=.286, p=.000). There is, however, no statistically significant difference between them (Q=3.040, df=1, p=.081). 
Types of Web 2.0 Tools
As you can see in Table 4 , four effect sizes were calculated according to types of Web 2.0 tools. The effect of utilizing microblogs like Twitter and Facebook was the highest (d=615, p=.000) one, and it was somewhat bigger than the moderate effect size (d=.50). Wiki (d=.383, p=.038), blog (d=381, p=.000), and YouTube (d=.268, p=.000) immediately followed, and these results were a bit smaller than the moderate effect. There is no statistically significant difference among the types of Web 2.0 tools (Q=6.671, df=3, p=.083). 
Length of Treatment
The studies meta-analyzed were grouped into two categories in terms of length of treatment. The first group implemented their experiment for less than 8 weeks. Another group, on the other hand, carried out their experiment for more than 9 weeks. The effect size of the first group (less than 8 weeks) was .347 (p=.000), and the second group reported nearly the same effect (d=.349, p=.000). There is no statistically significant difference between them (Q=.001, df=1, p=.977). 
